
\lichsel Mester 
225 Kentucky Drive, Lower Burrell, PA 15068. 329 

November 1,2005 I :22 PM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
5 11 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnesassuy. In addition, it WOL!.~ have a highly dehimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federa! Is 71 < x s  not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cmt more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

.. I . Sincerely, . .  
. .  , .. . ,  

Michael'Mester I 

, : . .  
. ,  cc: : 

The Federal Communications Commission 

, 1  , 
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Kevin Wst E - M A I L F i O O M  I 
17301 Keelson Lane #70 , :-iur?tinzton Beach, CA 92b47 

November 1,2005 1:02 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
dis+ance, pays the same amount into the h d  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cmse many low-vdume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burdea of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. IA addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal !aw does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

KevinWatanabe ' ' 

c c : ~  1. 

The Federal Commwicatious Commission 

,: , , .' 

, ,  
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'- M A I L R ~  
Durham, NC 27713 

November I ,  2005 1:33 PM 

Senator Elizabe?h Dole 
US.  Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and nual consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. 1r1 addition, it wodd haye a Xghly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Gillespie ' . . ,  

The Federal Communications Cdmmission . ' ' .  ' ' . 

. .  , , .  

, .  cc: 
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Helen Clark 
13 D West Hill Dr , Westminster, MA 01473-1 137 

November I ,  2005 1253 PM 

Senator John Kerry 
US.  Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC offtcials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

, .  

Helen Clark 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, ,  

, ,  
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Jennifer Garlough 
PO Box 2443 , Corvallis, OR 97339 

November I ,  2005 1:21 PM 

Representative Darlene Hooley 
US.  House of Representatives 
2430 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hooley: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, 01 "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on thz issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank ycu for your continued work and I 1032 forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Garlough 

cc: 
Tho Federal Coimunications Commisvioii 



November 1,2005 1:23 PM 

Senator John Cornyn 
U.S. Senate 
5 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Comyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the Same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of,which I.am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date inforhation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change t o a  flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor develcpments on the issue qdcontinue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward !o hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

john gatlin 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commissipn 



November 1,2005 1:33 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U S .  Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methcd to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
f5deral iaw does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank YOU for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Since:ely, 

Brett Berquist 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Carnmission 



Janis Zook 
9975 W. Bicycle Bridge Rd. , Delphi, IN 46923 

November 1,2005 1:OS PM 

Representative Chris Chocola 
U S .  House of Representatives 
5 10 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Representative Chocola: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commisnions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition. it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consum.er I would like e n s m  I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

'Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Siderely, 

Janis Zook 

, .  , I ,  

I~ 

. .  , ,  

cc: 
The Federal Commimiqations Commission 

, .  . ,  
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_..- 

1232 Shawnee Trail, Streetsboro, OH 44241 

November 1, ZOO5 1:33 PM 

Senator George Voinovich 
US.  Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary.' In addition, it would havt a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
fedeval Isw daes not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

SHally Clevenger 

cc: 
The Federal Cotnlnunications Commission 

, .  
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FEB - 6 2006 

DonaldEvsns I F K - M A I L R W  I 
201 Lake Hinsdale Dr. Unit 402, Willowbrook, IL 60527 

November 1,2005 1:34 PM 

Senator Dick Durbin 
US.  Senate 
332 Dirben Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universa! !3 .mice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: _- - 
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) col!ection method to a mon*ly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would.%ve a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal h w  does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Evans 

. , ,  

I 

CC' 

The Federal Communicatiqns Commission 

_ '  ,. ' . 
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Paul Srh ~ F C C : M A I L R O O M  1 
9908 Nieman PI ,Overland Park, KS 66214-2569 

November 2,2005 9:46 PM 

Senator Sam Brownback 
US. Senate 
303 Hart Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federol-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Brownback: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Mony o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negotively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more poy more into the system. I f  
the FCC chonges that  system t o o  f lat fee, thot meons thot someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund OS someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would hove a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. o f  which I om a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC informatlon. While I om owore 
thot federal low does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reolity is thot  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with tap FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  chonge t o  o f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thonk you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

- 

Paul Scharnhorsl 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Dawn Randall 
11  5 N. Gray , Joplin, MO 64801 

November 2, 2005 1093 AM 

Senator Christopher Bond 
US. Senate 
274 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 0-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bond: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior :;itizerls and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, )of which I ama member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am awitre that'-f&leral law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like 'ensure i am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disprapcrtionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward l o  hearing about your pasition on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Randall 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

., . 



I, Fcc MAILROOM I 
Mark Leme in 

7 Lindsey Ln , Charlton, MA 01507 

November 2,2005 4:16 PM 

Senator John Kerry 
U.S. Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenne basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones doe to unaffordable monthly increases vn 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consomer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change t o  a flat 
fee system soon and withoqt legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Mark Lemelin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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08292-73rd PO box 451, south haven, MI  49090-0451 

November 2,2005 4 1 8  PM 

Representative Fred Upton 
US. House of Representatives 
2183 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Upton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenne basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. A6 a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue fo monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Joann Sorenson 

, ,  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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William Weidne 

117 South Washington St . ,  Boyertown, PA 19512 

William Weidne 

117 South Washington St . ,  Boyertown, PA 19512 

Representative Jim Gerlach 
U.S. House of Representatives 
308 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

November 2,2005 4:14 PM 

rvice CC Docket 96-45 Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universz 

Dear Representative Gerlach: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matt.er. 

Sincerely, 

Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 

William Weidner 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Clyde Stephens 

1600 Sunset St Apt 14, Fort Stockton, TX 79735-2940 

November 2, 200s 1 2 5 7  PM 

Representative Henry Bonilla 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2458 Rayhurn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bonilla: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighhors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume Long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and np to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans t o  zhange t o  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Clyde Stephens 

If the 

While I am aware that 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2. 2005 1:46 PM 

Representative Robert Andrews 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2439 Raybnrn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighhors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change prcipased by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
fedcral law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers raxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for yoiir continued work and I look forward to hearing about your posit.ion on t.hic matter., 

Sincerely. 

Raymond Ribeiro 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Nancy Gibson 

9635 Independence Ave , Waterloo, IA 50703-9338 

November 2,2005 1:34 PM 

Senator Tom Harkin 
U.S. Senate 
731 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senat.or Harkin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fond (USF) collection method to a monthly flat See. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat See, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unneressary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these Sees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has p:ar:s to change to a flat 
See system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for yout continued work and I Look forward to hearing ahout yoar position oa this'matter. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Gibson 

If the 

, .  ' 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



50lloak pointe , kennedy twt, PA 15136-1582 

November 2, 200s 1 3 5  PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U S .  Senate 
711 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If' the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one tl~ousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resonrces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a memher, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numhers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with topFCC officials, the FCC has plans to'change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your positin; on thii matter. 

Sincerely, 

mary ann penovich . . 8  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Kathleen Eekert rrr L A A H  nniu,d 
I 

November 2,2005 1:53 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
313 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhlect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. my friends. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that Someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthlt- 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. Ifqhe FCCgoes to a number8 tqqed, p ~ y  service will cost 
more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has' plans to  change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my commnnity. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work ,pd  I lookfqnvard to hearing ahout your position ou this matter. 

If the 

Smcerely, 

Kathleen Eckert 

VC: 
FCC General Email Box 



6710 Lenclair S t ,  Alexandria, VA 22306 

November 2,2005 2:03 PM 

Senator George Allen 
U.S. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

A s  you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their wehsite, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincaely, 

Dennis Brill 

Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Juergen Marczinzik 

17021 N. Bay Rd , Miami, FL 33160 

Novemher 2,2005 1:16 PM 

Representative Dehhie Wasserman Schultz 
U .S. House of Representatives 
118 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Wasserman Schulta: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change rhe Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give o p  their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF.Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahoot the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
mora. And according to %he Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC haa plans to  change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your contmned work and I look forwdrd t w  hearing about your'positinn on thi? " rnatcer 

Sincerely, 

Juergen Marcainzik 

If the 

, .  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Nick Afentakis 

PO Box 929, Rogue R i v e r m 5 3 7  
I FCC,'- MAll BoQNl 

November 2, 200s 2:25 PM 

Senator Ron Wyden 
US. Senate 
230 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhjwt: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Wyden: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutea a month of loiig 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citiaens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service w-ill cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the'FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fer system soou and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Many of your constituents, including me. my friends. 

If t.hr 

Nick Afentakis 

cc: 
lCCC General Email Box 



Senator Pan1 Sarbanes 
US. Senate Ice Building 
309 Hart Senate OP-220510-0001 
Washington, DC 

Subject: R 
.e: Federal-State Joixr Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

dear Senator Sari-,anes: 
r 

I have Sefi;ous concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
univp:rsal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
m Y friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

*A you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the h n d  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential &d rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the hnding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In.addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal,l+v' does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is thai 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue io monitor developments on the issue and continue LO spread the word m' my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting ihem h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position'on this matter. 

Vinserely, .. ,.. 

,. I 

Philip Ekigg? 
. <  

CC: 

The Fedeal Communications Commission 
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,j.%? Joanne Putnam 

249 Avenel Street, Avenel, Ne$Jersey 07001-1433 
. I  

January 30,2006 10:20 AM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

L support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to myfamily - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue isresolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
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FEE - 6 2006 

Joanne Putnam 
249 Avenel Street, Avenel, New Jersey 07001-1433 

January 30,2006 10:20 AM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Putnam 

cc: 

Senator Frank Lautenberg 
Senator Robert Menendez 
Representative Mike Ferguson 



November 2, 2005 2:01 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t v  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  the  
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to nnaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a membcr, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your positibn on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Tiiornas Talbot 

. .  . . ,  . 

I 

I )  , 
. .  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Run Nicholas 

13 Ardsley Road,  Hillsborough, NJ 08844 

November 2.2005 1:00 PM 

Senator Frank Lautenberg 
US. Senate 
324 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 95-45 

Dear Senator Lautenberg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who nses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituent8 who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could came many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give np their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consnmer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
mure. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiak, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

If the 

Sincerely, 

Ron Nicholas 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Mike Markum 

PO Box 173, Window, AR 72959 

November 2,2005 1:Ol P M  

Senator Mark Pryor 
U.S. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consnmer I would like ensure I a q  charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a nurnhers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Markum 

If the 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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RECENED & INSPECTED 

FEB - 6  2006 
- 

FCC - MAILROOM 
101 Lynn Ave. , Greeneville, TN 37743 

November 2.2005 1 16 PM 

Senator Bill Frist 
U.S. Senate 
509 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Frist: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, wiU be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless uaers, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their wehsite, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dianna Thompson 

If the 

I ,  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



RWWED & lMsEUED 

Marjorie Feaster 

HC 75 BOX 71  ,New Creek, WV 26743 

Marjorie Feaster 

HC 75 BOX 71  ,New Creek, WV 26743 

November 2.2005 1:22 PM 

Senator John Rockefeller 
US. Senate 
531 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Rockefeller: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the Cnirersal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by t.he unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to onaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a memher, keeps me informed about the USF issue with montldy 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they- 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plan8 to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on niy behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about yuur position on this matter. 

If the 

Sinc:rely, 

Marjorie Feaster 

cc: 
FCC General Ernail Box 


